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ABSTRACT 
Population growth in the United States during the last two decades of the twentieth 
century was accompanied by major population shifts at the county level. It is clear that 
the dominant cause of relative change in county populations has been intercounty 
migration, rather than immigration from abroad or differences in natural population 
increase at the county level. Studies of migration typically examine migration between 
countries, or, in the United States, migration between states. The very few studies done 
on Us. intercounty migration attempt to explain migration on the basis of a limited 
range of variables. The current study uses an econometric model to identifY the 
importance of economic, demographic, social, environmental, and geographic variables 
in influencing the direction and magnitude of net in-migration for us. counties in 1990. 
While many of the conclusions are consistent with past research and general perception, 
others are not. Specifically, it is found that differences in unemployment rates among 
counties is not a significant determinant of intercounty migration, nor is violent crime. 
The percentage of married households in the county has a negative effect on net county 
in-migration, while average household size has a positive effect. The effect on net county 
in-migration of religious concentration in the county is almost always negative, 
regardless of which religion is involved,· but the direction of the effect of ethnic or 
ancestry concentration depends on which ethnic or ancestry group is involved. Both 
average county real per capita income and average years of education have aU-shaped 
impact on net in-migration. 
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Abstract 
Population growth in the United States during the last two decades of the twentieth century was 
accompanied by major population shifts at the county level. It is clear that the dominant cause of 
relative change in county populations has been intercounty migration, rather than immigration from 
abroad or differences in natural population increase at the county level. Studies of migration 
typically examine migration between countries, or, in the United States, migration between states. 
The very few studies done on U.s. intercounty migration attempt to explain migration on the basis 
of a limited range of variables. The current study uses an econometric model to identify the 
importance of economic, demographic, social, environmental, and geographic variables in 
influencing the direction and magnitude of net in-migration for u.s. counties in 1990. While many 
of the conclusions are consistent with past research and general perception, others are not. 
Specifically, it is found that differences in unemployment rates among counties is not a significant 
determinant of intercounty migration, nor is violent crime. The percentage of married households 
in the county has a negative effect on net county in-migration, while average household size has a 
positive effect. The effect on net county in-migration of religious concentration in the county is 
almost always negative, regardless of which religion is involved; but the direction of the effect of 
ethnic or ancestry concentration depends on which ethnic or ancestry group is involved. Both 
average county real per capita income and average years of education have a U-shaped impact on 
net in-migration. 
I. Introduction 
Population growth in the United States during the last two decades of the twentieth 
century was accompanied by a significant regional shift in population toward the South and 
West, and away from the Midwest and the Northeast. Population shifts are also evident at the 
county level, with a huge difference in growth rates among the nation's 3,141 counties and 
equivalent areas. For example, in the decade of the 1990s, a large number of Great Plains 
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counties lost population, while many counties at the periphery of metropolitan areas grew 
rapidly. While part of the population shift, particularly at the regional level, can be attributed to 
immigration to the United States, it is clear that the dominant cause of relative change in county 
populations is intercounty migration, rather than immigration from abroad or differences in 
natural population increase at the county level. Studies of migration typically examine migration 
between countries, or, in the United States, migration between states. The very few studies done 
on U.S. intercounty migration explain migration on the basis of a limited range of variables. The 
current study identifies a broad range of variables as determinants of inter-county migration in 
the United States in 1990. An econometric model is employed to identify the importance of the 
variables in influencing the direction and magnitude of migration between counties. 
Determinants of net in-migration in the model include economic variables, social variables, 
demographic variables, environmental variables and geographic variables. 
II. The Model 
In specifying the model of net county inmigration, we first identified the economic 
variables that are believed to affect the migration decision, such as unemployment rate, poverty 
rate, income level, and tax burden. We then identified social variables that are likely to influence 
migration, such as violent crime rate, marriage status, household size, health care, and 
educational attainment. We also included demographic variables that we hypothesized influence 
migration rates, such as population density, urban-rural, nativity, race, ancestry, ethnicity, life 
expectancy, and religion. We believed that the migration decision would also be affected by 
environmental and geographic variables, such as county elevation, latitude, temperature, 
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humidity, pollution, and insolation. The dependent variable in the model is net county in-
migration as a percentage of total county population. We included three political variables as 
proxies for lifestyle: percentage of voters voting Republican in the 1990 Presidential election, 
percentage of voters voting for Perot in the 1990 election, and percentage of the eligible 
population voting in the 1990 Presidential election. All of the data used in the model are from 
1990, the latest year for which all of the data are available. One variable for which later data is 
not available is life expectancy by county. This data was based on death records by county over 
the period 1985-1995. Because the degree of confidence desired in the life expectancy estimates 
required a population of at least 10,000 men and 10,000 women in 1990, many small counties 
were aggregated with adjacent, similar counties in the life expectancy data. Hence, instead of 
3,141 counties and equivalent areas, we have 2077 counties and county clusters. All of the other 
data in the model has been similarly adjusted. 
The model of net county in-migration to be tested is written as follows, with the expected 
sign of the regression coefficient indicated after the variable name. No sign indicates no prior 
expectation about the sign of the regression coefficient: 
INMIGRATE = F(LIFEXP+, URBAN-, RURF ARM-, HHSIZE+, MARRIED+, RINCOME-, 
RINCOME2+, POVERTY-, UNEMP-, VIOLCRIM-, POPDENS-, EDUCATE 1 +, 
EDUCATE2+, PHYSICN+, LANGUAGE-, FORNBORN-, CZECH, DANISH, DUTCH, 
ENGLISH, FRENCH, FRCANADA, GERMAN, IRISH, ITALIAN, NORWEGN, POLISH, 
PORTUGSE, RUSSIAN, SCTIRSH, SCOTTISH, SLOVAK, SWEDISH, SWISS, USA, 
WESTINDN, BLACK, AMINESAL, CHINESE, FILIPINO, JAPANESE, ASININDN, 
MEXICAN, PRTORICO, CUBAN, RESERVTN-, ADVENTIST, BAPTIST, BRETHREN, 
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CHURCHES OF GOD, CHRlSTIAN, EASTERN, LUTHERAN, MENNONITE, METHODIST, 
MORAVIAN, PENTECOSTAL, PRESBYTERIAN, REFORMED, UNITED BRETHREN, 
CATHOLIC, CONGREGATIONAL CHRlSTIANS, EPISCOPALIANS, FRlENDS, JEWISH, 
LDS, UNITED CHURCH OF CHRlST, AZ, AK, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, DC, FL, GA, HI, ID, 
IL, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, MS, MO, MT, NE, NY, NH, NJ, NM, NY, 
NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, PA, Rl, SC, SD, TN, UT, VT, VA, WA, WV, WI, WY, LNELEVAT-, 
INTPTLAT-, INSOLATN+, TEMPJAN+, TEMPJULY-, HUMIDJUL-, TEMPDEV-, 
PSIMDIAN-, POLPM10-, REPUB, PEROT, VOTED, TAX BURDEN-); where 
INMIGRA TE j = Net in-migration in the ith county in 1990 as a percentage of the county 
population. 
LIFEXPM/LIFEXPF j = Life expectancy for males/females born in 1990 in the ith county. 
LIFEXP j = Average life expectancy for individuals born in 1990 in the ith county. 
URBAN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county living in an urban area. 
RURFARM j = Percentage of the population of the ith county living on a rural farm. 
HHSIZE j = Mean household size of the ith county. 
MARRIED j = Percentage of households of the ith county in which a married couple resides. 
RINCOME j = Per capita real income of the ith county. 
RINCOME2 j = Squared per capita real income of the ith county. 
POVERTY j = Percentage of population of the ith county with income below the poverty level. 
VIOLCRIM j = Violent crimes per 1000 people in the ith county. 
POPDENS j = Persons per square mile in the ith county. 
EDUCATE 1 j = Percentage of persons 25 years or older in the ith county who have completed at 
least 12 years of education. 
EDUCATE2 j = Percentage of persons in the ith county who have completed at least one year of 
higher education. 
PHYSICN j = Number of physicians per 1,000 population in the county 
UNEMP j = Civilian labor force unemployment rate of the ith county. 
LANGUAGE j = Percentage of persons 5 years and older in the ith county speaking a language 
other than English at home. 
FORBRN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county born in a foreign country. 
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CZECH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Czech as primary ancestry. 
DANISH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Danish as primary ancestry. 
DUTCH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Dutch as primary ancestry. 
ENGLISHj = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting English as primary ancestry. 
FRENCH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting French (Except Basque) as 
primary ancestry. 
FRCANAD j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting French Canadian as 
primary ancestry. 
GERMAN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting German as primary 
ancestry. 
IRISH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Irish as primary ancestry. 
ITALIAN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Italian as primary ancestry. 
NORWEG j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Norwegian as primary 
ancestry. 
POLISH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Polish as primary ancestry. 
PORTUGS j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Portuguese as primary 
ancestry. 
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RUSSIAN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Russian as primary ancestry. 
SCTIRSH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Scotch-Irish as primary 
ancestry. 
SCOTTISH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Scottish as primary 
ancestry. 
SLOV ~ = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Slovak as primary ancestry. 
SWEDISH j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Swedish as primary 
ancestry. 
SWISS j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Swiss as primary ncestry. 
USA j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting United States or American as 
primary ancestry. 
WESTINDN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting West Indian (excluding 
Hispanic Origin Groups) as primary ancestry. 
BLACK; = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Black as primary race. 
AMINESALj = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting American Indian, Eskimo, 
or Aleut as primary race. 
CHINESE j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Chinese as primary race. 
FILIPINO j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Filipino as primary race. 
JAP ANESE j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Japanese as primary race. 
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ASININDN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Asian Indian as primary 
race. 
MEXICANj = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Mexican as primary origin. 
PRTORCO j = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Puerto Rican as primary 
ongln. 
CUBANj = Percentage of the population of the ith county reporting Cuban as primary origin. 
LATITUDE j = Latitude of the county seat of the ith county. 
LNELEVAT j = Natural log of the elevation of the county seat of the ith county 
Ali' through WYi = Dummy variables indicating the state of the ith county (Texas is the control). 
RESERVTN j = Percentage of the population of the ith county living on Indian reservations. 
ADVENTISTi = Percentage of the population of the ith county adhering to the Adventist 
religion. 
BAPTIST, BRETHREN, CHURCHES OF GOD, CHRISTIAN, EASTERN, LUTHERAN, 
MENNONITE, METHODIST, MORAVIAN, PENTACOSTAL, PRESBYTERIAN, 
REFORMED, UNITED BRETHREN, CATHOLIC, CONGREGATIONAL CHRISTIANS, 
EPISCOPALIAN, FRIENDS, JEWISH, LDS, UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST = Percentage of 
the population of the county adhering to each religion. 
LNELEVATi = Natural log of elevation of the ith county seat. 
INTPLATi = Latitude of the geographical center of the ith county. 
INSOLATNi = Average amount of solar radiation falling each year on the ith county. 
TEMPJANi = Average January temperature in the ith county. 
TEMPJUL Yi = Average July temperature in the ith county. 
HUMIDJULi = Average relative humidity in July in the ith county. 
TEMPDEVi = Average high/low daily temperature deviation in the ith county 
PSIMDIANi = Median pollution index in the ith county. 
POLPMIOi = Average amount of small particle pollution in the ith county. 
REPUBi = Percentage of voters voting Republican in the ith county. 
PEROTi = Percentage of voters voting for Perot in the ith county. 
VOTEDi = Percentage of eligible popUlation voting in the ith county. 
TAXBURDENi = Percentage tax burden in the ith county (by state). 
III. Results 
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The complete model as described above includes two variables designed to account for 
the effect of state budgets, laws, customs, and policies on the migration decision. One aspect of 
state budgets likely to affect migration decisions is the average tax burden as a percentage of 
income in each state (TAX BURDEN). Other aspects of state budgets, laws, customs, and 
policies are more difficult to quantify, so state dummy variables are used to capture the effects of 
these factors on immigration. Because of the multicollinearity between TAXBURDEN, state 
dummy variables, and the intercept term, the tax burden variable and the state dummy variables 
are not used in the same regression. Hence, we report below the regression results for the 
complete model using T AXBURDEN and state dummy variables as alternative representations 
for the state effect on migration. Table 1 shows the results for the model using state dummy 
variables, and Table 2 shows the results for the model using the tax burden variable. 
Table 1. OLS regression results for the complete model with state dummy variables 
Dependent Variable: INMIGRATE 
Summary of Fit 
RSquare 
RSquare Adj 
Root Mean Square Error 
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Observations 
Analysis of Variance 
Source 
Model 
Error 
C. Total 
OF 
129 
1947 
2076 
Parameter Estimates 
Term 
Intercept 
L1FEXP*** 
URBAN**** 
RURFARM*** 
HHSIZE*** 
MARRIED(***) 
RINCOME** 
RINCOME2** 
POVERTY*** 
UNEMP 
VIOLCRIM 
POPDENS 
EDUCATE1(*) 
EDUCATE2*** 
PHYSICN(***) 
LANGUAGE 
FORNBORN*** 
CZECH 
DANISH 
DUTCH 
ENGLISH 
FRENCH*** 
FRCANADA 
0.666468 
0.64437 
0.801871 
0.057572 
2077 
Sum of Squares 
2501.5971 
1251.9147 
3753.5118 . 
Mean Square 
19.3922 
0.6430 
Estimate 
-28.84512 
0.3902793 
-0.009454 
-0.035767 
1.7197606 
-0.03201 
-0.000206 
0.0000555 
-0.032635 
0.0000428 
-0.009692 
0.0000094 
-0.015199 
0.0341054 
-0.000796 
-0.009492 
-0.078271 
-0.020146 
-0.039774 
0.0021285 
0.0003093 
0.0413987 
-0.004288 
F Ratio 
30.1591 
Prob> F 
0.0000 
Std Error 
2.905728 
0.029297 
0.001492 
0.007825 
0.21184 
0.00865 
0.000067 
0.000021 
0.007541 
0.011888 
0.00924 
0.00002 
0.007205 
0.008146 
0.000241 
0.009005 
0.014091 
0.019187 
0.030552 
0.023314 
0.012165 
0.012121 
0.010269 
t Ratio Prob>ltl 
-9.93 <.0001 
13.32 <.0001 
-6.34 <.0001 
-4.57 <.0001 
8.12 <.0001 
-3.70 0.0002 
-3.05 0.0023 
2.71 0.0069 
-4.33 <.0001 
0.00 0.9971 
-1 .05 0.2944 
0.48 0.6288 
-2.11 0.0350 
4.19 <.0001 
-3.30 0.0010 
-1.05 0.2920 
-5.55 <.0001 
-1.05 0.2939 
-1 .30 0.1931 
0.09 0.9273 
0.03 0.9797 
3.42 0.0007 
-0.42 0.6763 
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Term Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>ltl 
GERMAN -0.005285 0.006581 -0.80 0.4220 
IRISH*** 0.0531907 0.013602 3.91 <.0001 
ITALIAN 0.0268916 0.014091 1.91 0.0565 
NORWEGN -0.007167 0.011712 -0.61 0.5407 
POLlSH** 0.0379418 0.013061 2.90 0.0037 
PORTUGSE 0.039647 0.025578 1.55 0.1213 
RUSSIAN** -0.256876 0.08608 -2.98 0.0029 
SCTIRSH -0.017345 0.034377 -0.50 0.6139 
SCOTIISH** 0.1846046 0.0615 3.00 0.0027 
SLOVAK -0.044991 0.038428 -1.17 0.2418 
SWEDISH -0.004119 0.016091 -0.26 0.7980 
SWISS -0.017385 0.031576 -0.55 0.5820 
USA -0.007695 0.009683 -0.79 0.4269 
WESTINDN 0.0078431 0.094958 0.08 0.9342 
BLACK -0.002171 0.005302 -0.41 0.6822 
AMINESAL -0.005964 0.007645 -0.78 0.4354 
CHINESE 0.105154 0.056356 1.87 0.0622 
FILIPINO* -0.130346 0.054478 -2.39 0.0168 
JAPANESE** -0.372414 0.137071 -2.72 0.0066 
ASININDN 0.1 455504 0.114488 1.27 0.2038 
MEXICAN -0.006385 0.008509 -0.75 0.4532 
PRTORICO*** 0.1250512 0.031047 4.03 <.0001 
CUBAN 0.0053585 0.0343 0.16 0.8759 
RESERVTN 0.0002173 0.001256 0.17 0.8627 
ADVENTIST -0.000271 0.037825 -0.01 0.9943 
BAPTIST*** -0.014692 0.002457 -5.98 <.0001 
BRETHREN -0.026986 0.029114 -0.93 0.3541 
CHURCHES OF GOD -0.100034 0.05134 -1.95 0.0515 
CHRISTIAN*** -0.031152 0.008103 -3.84 0.0001 
EASTERN 0.4683719 0.249828 1.87 0.0610 
LUTHERAN -0.009496 0.006128 -1.55 0.1214 
MENNONITE* -0.026945 0.012998 -2.07 0.0383 
METHODIST* -0.01212 0.004857 -2.50 0.0127 
MORAVIAN -0.004124 0.096638 -0.04 0.9660 
PENTECOSTAL * -0.029608 0.014161 -2.09 0.0367 
PRESBYTERIAN* -0.039255 0.01604 -2.45 0.0145 
REFORMED -0.013164 0.023581 -0.56 0.5767 
UNITED BRETHREN -0.062482 0.126288 -0.49 0.6208 
CATHOLlC*** -0.018815 0.003003 -6.27 <.0001 
CONGREGATIONAL CHRISTIANS 0.0078143 0.122182 0.06 0.9490 
EPISCOPALIAN 0.0525958 0.029776 1.77 0.0775 
FRIENDS -0.064684 0.06434 -1.01 0.3149 
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Term Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>ltl 
JEWISH* 0.0501359 0.024319 2.06 0.0394 
LDS -0.014199 0.00766 -1.85 0.0639 
UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST -0.007681 0.015331 -0.50 0.6164 
AL*** 0.7729922 0.214786 3.60 0.0003 
AK -1.639749 1.003696 -1.63 0.1025 
AZ..*** 1.2028298 0.318913 3.77 0.0002 
AR** 0.6801386 0.209174 3.25 0.0012 
CA*** 1.3572004 0.308095 4.41 <.0001 
CO -0.384032 0.266012 -1.44 0.1490 
CT*** -1.792086 0.449233 -3.99 <.0001 
DE -0.060086 0.535761 -0.11 0.9107 
DC 1.6963075 0.876747 1.93 0.0532 
FL*** 1.2732338 0.200661 6.35 <.0001 
GA*** 0.8762619 0.198703 4.41 <.0001 
HI* 7.2026334 3.04148 2.37 0.0180 
ID -0.59327 0.381496 -1.56 0.1201 
IL 0.0194744 0.273657 0.07 0.9433 
IN 0.0353801 0.271642 0.13 0.8964 
IA -0.066913 0.333607 -0.20 0.8411 
KS* -0.501653 0.231986 -2.16 0.0307 
KY* 0.6158516 0.248569 2.48 0.0133 
LA** -0.684924 0.220329 -3.11 0.0019 
ME* -0.955499 0.459174 -2.08 0.0376 
MD 0.2232403 0.313438 0.71 0.4764 
MA*** -1.857417 0.431194 -4.31 <.0001 
MI -0.165947 0.337954 -0.49 0.6235 
MN 0.4222211 0.396619 1.06 0.2872 
MS 0.3514786 0.213267 1.65 0.0995 
MO*** 0.8089247 0.22618 3.58 0.0004 
MT* -0.810221 0.380566 -2.13 0.0334 
NE 0.0811413 0.317324 0.26 0.7982 
NV*** 3.1502926 0.397256 7.93 <.0001 
NH -0.646314 0.453594 -1.42 0.1544 
NJ** -0.987172 0.365658 -2.70 0.0070 
NM*** 0.8994416 0.271309 3.32 0.0009 
NY** -1.048491 0.355701 -2.95 0.0032 
NC** 0.7483627 0.250111 2.99 0.0028 
ND -0.432653 0.454124 -0.95 0.3409 
OH -0.144943 0.28658 -0.51 0.6131 
OK -0.249111 0.19606 -1.27 0.2040 
OR 0.2941858 0.344381 0.85 0.3931 
PA -0 .23215 0.326145 -0.71 0.4767 
Term Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>ltl 
RI** -1.651063 0.567491 -2.91 0.0037 
SC** 0.6502207 0.24233 2.68 0.0074 
SO 0.6142476 0.376263 1.63 0.1027 
TN*** 0.8915621 0.236979 3.76 0.0002 
UT* -1.240111 0.531297 -2.33 0.0197 
VT** -1.221979 0.467937 -2.61 0.0091 
VA 0.5070461 0.260569 1.95 0.0518 
WA 0.5247569 0.369203 1.42 0.1554 
WV -0.591798 0.302311 -1.96 0.0504 
WI 0.3377878 0.364487 0.93 0.3542 
WY*** -2.096051 0.371663 -5.64 <.0001 
LNELEVAT -0.014743 0.030775 -0.48 0.6320 
INTPTLAT -0.016912 0.020828 -0.81 0.4169 
INSOLATN -0.37023 0.192164 -1 .93 0.0542 
TEMPJAN*** 0.0295784 0.008081 3.66 0.0003 
TEMPJULY(**) 0.034038 0.011057 3.08 0.0021 
HUMIDJUL 0.0001913 0.004589 0.04 0.9667 
TEMPDEV -0.037891 0.02422 -1.56 0.1179 
PSIMDIAN 0.0016555 0.001594 1.04 0.2993 
POLPM10 -0.001352 0.002186 -0.62 0.5363 
REPUB 0.0003034 0.003697 0.08 0.9346 
PEROT* 0.0183886 0.00791 2.32 0.0202 
VOTED* -0.013659 0.006483 -2.11 0.0352 
* statistical significance at .05 
** statistical significance at .01 
*** statistical significance at .001 
parentheses indicate unexpected sign 
Table 2. OLS regression results for the complete model with tax burden variable 
Dependent Variable: INMIGRATE 
Summary of Fit 
RSquare 
RSquare Adj 
Root Mean Square Error 
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Observations 
0.567216 
0.54987 
0.902141 
0.057572 
2077 
12 
Analysis of Variance 
Source 
Model 
Error 
C. Total 
DF 
80 
1996 
2076 
Parameter Estimates 
Term 
Intercept 
LlFEXP*** 
URBAN*** 
RURFARM*** 
HHSIZE*** 
MARRIED(***) 
RINCOME*** 
RINCOME2** 
POVERTY*** 
UNEMP 
VIOLCRIM 
POPDENS 
EDUCATE1(***) 
EDUCATE2* 
PHYSICN(**) 
LANGUAGE 
FORNBORN** 
CZECH* 
DANISH 
DUTCH 
ENGLISH 
FRENCH 
FRCANADA *** 
GERMAN 
IRISH 
ITALIAN 
NORWEGN 
POLlSH*** 
PORTUGSE 
RUSSIAN*** 
SCTIRSH 
SCOTTISH*** 
SLOVAK 
Sum of Squares 
2129.0509 
1624.4609 
3753.5118 
Mean Square 
26.6131 
0.8139 
Estimate 
-31.54954 
0.4256325 
-0.009933 
-0.026856 
1.8869133 
-0.044765 
-0.000242 
0.0000668 
-0.058455 
-0.004905 
0.002362 
0.0000025 
-0.023542 
0.0168793 
-0.000712 
-0.000319 
-0.042471 
-0.044615 
-0.032124 
-0.025663 
0.0135859 
0.0121721 
-0.041796 
-0.003159 
0.0213485 
-0.010844 
-0.000077 
0.0575506 
0.0038577 
-0.348345 
-0.024806 
0.21536 
-0.015137 
F Ratio 
32.7000 
Prob> F 
<.0001 
Std Error 
2.857787 
0.031052 
0.001525 
0.008046 
0.221479 
0.00885 
0.000073 
0.000022 
0.006949 
0.012187 
0.009361 
0.000021 
0.007122 
0.008311 
0.000265 
0.009097 
0.014627 
0.019735 
0.031951 
0.024598 
0.012186 
0.011751 
0.010047 
0.006602 
0.01301 
0.013017 
0.011199 
0.013202 
0.023355 
0.091656 
0.03275 
0.063261 
0.038868 
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t Ratio Prob>ltl 
-11.04 <.0001 
13.71 <.0001 
-6.51 <.0001 
-3.34 0.0009 
8.52 <.0001 
-5.06 <.0001 
-3.29 0.0010 
2.98 0.0029 
-8.41 <.0001 
-0.40 0.6874 
0.25 0.8008 
0.12 0.9071 
-3.31 0.0010 
2.03 0.0424 
-2.69 0.0071 
-0.04 0.9721 
-2.90 0.0037 
-2.26 0.0239 
-1.01 0.3148 
-1.04 0.2969 
1.11 0.2650 
1.04 0.3004 
-4.16 <.0001 
-0.48 0.6324 
1.64 0.1010 
-0.83 0.4049 
-0.01 0.9945 
4.36 <.0001 
0.17 0.8688 
-3.80 0.0001 
-0.76 0.4489 
3.40 0.0007 
-0.39 0.6970 
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Term Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>ltl 
SWEDISH 0.0273706 0.016329 1.68 0.0938 
SWISS 0.0223355 0.034383 0.65 0.5160 
USA -0.005303 0.009892 -0.54 0.5919 
WESTINDN -0.116223 0.1 01024 -1.15 0.2501 
BLACK* -0.010635 0.005381 -1.98 0.0482 
AMINESAL -0.005288 0.008052 -0.66 0.5115 
CHINESE -0.034505 0.058344 -0.59 0.5543 
FILIPINO -0.103103 0.05378 -1.92 0.0554 
JAPANESE* -0.129245 0.052627 -2.46 0.0141 
ASININDN 0.1247823 0.124778 1.00 0.3174 
MEXICAN*** -0.036386 0.008625 -4.22 <.0001 
PRTORICO 0.0469095 0.032572 1.44 0.1500 
CUBAN -0.051926 0.03777 -1.37 0.1694 
RESERVTN -0.000375 0.001241 -0.30 0.7626 
ADVENTIST 0.02772 0.040645 0.68 0.4953 
BAPTIST*** -0.014785 0.002471 -5.98 <.0001 
BRETHREN* -0.077443 0.031455 -2.46 0.0139 
CHURCHES OF GOD** -0.157669 0.056297 -2.80 0.0051 
CH RI STIAN*** -0.034124 0.008444 -4.04 <.0001 
EASTERN 0.2156458 0.273274 0.79 0.4301 
LUTHERAN -0.005709 0.006358 -0.90 0.3694 
MENNONITE*** -0.053695 0.01406 -3.82 0.0001 
METHODIST*** -0.023713 0.005039 -4.71 <.0001 
MORAVIAN 0.0243796 0.106586 0.23 0.8191 
PENTECOSTAL -0.020396 0.015111 -1 .35 0.1772 
PRESBYTERIAN* -0.040254 0.017258 -2.33 0.0198 
REFORMED 0.0058031 0.025639 0.23 0.8210 
UNITED BRETHREN -0.095315 0.140036 -0.68 0.4962 
CATHOLlC*** -0.022188 0.00316 -7.02 <.0001 
CONGREGATIONAL CHRISTIANS -0.14587 0.133701 -1.09 0.2754 
EPISCOPALIAN 0.0211495 0.030194 0.70 0.4837 
FRIENDS* -0.140421 0.069788 -2.01 0.0443 
JEWISH* 0.0638858 0.026618 2.40 0.0165 
LDS*** -0.04147 0.005969 -6.95 <.0001 
UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST* -0.033545 0.015722 -2.13 0.0330 
LNELEVAT -0.013309 0.030039 -0.44 0.6578 
INTPTLAT 0.0131725 0.016253 0.81 0.4178 
INSOLATN 0.2795306 0.143396 1.95 0.0514 
TEMPJAN*** 0.0504331 0.005799 8.70 <.0001 
TEMPJUL Y(**) 0.0258659 0.008614 3.00 0.0027 
HUMIDJUL 0.0056083 0.003461 1.62 0.1053 
Term 
TEMPDEV 
PSIMDIAN 
POLPM10 
REPUB 
PEROT* 
VOTED*** 
T AXBURDEN** 
* statistical significance at .05 
** statistical significance at .01 
*** statistical significance at .001 
parentheses indicate unexpected sign 
Estimate Std Error 
-0.020723 0.021711 
0.002949 0.001723 
-0.000688 0.00241 
-0.005797 0.003516 
-0.012846 0.006343 
-0.019914 0.005913 
-0.079266 0.029924 
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t Ratio Prob>ltl 
-0.95 0.3399 
1.71 0.0871 
-0.29 0.7755 
-1.65 0.0994 
-2.03 0.0430 
-3.37 0.0008 
-2.65 0.0081 
In evaluating the regression results, it must be recognized that the t-statistics do not have 
the normal interpretation in this model, since the data encompasses the entire population of 
counties, rather than a sample drawn from the population. Hence, the coefficients represent the 
true population values, and the t-statistics can add no further information. However, if the 1990 
data were viewed as a random sample of a population that included data from previous and future 
years, the t-statistics could be interpreted in the normal fashion. With that in mind, we have 
reported those statistics, and indicated statistical significance at the 5 percent, 1 percent, and .1 
percent levels. 
Because of uncertainty about which variables really belong in the model, particularly 
among the demographic, and environmental variables, we ran a stepwise backward regression on 
the model, without the state dummy variables. The results of this regression are reported in table 
3. Notice that while the number of independent variables in the model is reduced from 80 to 47 
in going from the second to the third regression, the R2 changes hardly at all, and the adjusted R2 
increases. This provides evidence that the complete model has a number of irrelevant variables, 
hence, the third model is likely a more accurate representation of the "true model" than is the 
second. 
Table 3. Stepwise backward regression results for the model with tax burden variable 
Dependent Variable: INMIGRATE 
Summary of Fit 
RSquare 
RSquare Adj 
Root Mean Square Error 
Mean of Dependent Variable 
Observations 
Analysis of Variance 
Source 
Model 
Error 
C. Total 
DF 
47 
2029 
2076 
Parameter Estimates 
Term 
Intercept 
LlFEXP*** 
URBAN*** 
RURFARM*** 
HHSIZE*** 
MARRIED(***) 
RINCOME*** 
RINCOME2*** 
POVERTY*** 
EDUCATE 1 (***) 
EDUCATE2** 
PHYSICN(**) 
FORNBORN*** 
CZECH* 
DUTCH 
ENGLlSH* 
FRENCH 
FRCANADA *** 
0.563085 
0.552964 
0.899035 
0.057572 
2077 
Sum of Squares 
2113.5461 
1639.9657 
3753.5118 
Mean Square 
44.9691 
0.8083 
Estimate Std Error 
-30.00816 2.14409 
0.4208054 0.0274 
-0.009626 0.001451 
-0.023631 0.006991 
1.9120602 0.201815 
-0.046846 0.008331 
-0.00027 0.000067 
0.0000745 0.00002 
-0.062245 0.006333 
-0.024681 0.006114 
0.019911 0.007289 
-0.00067 0.000254 
-0.036437 0.010836 
-0.039499 0.018349 
-0.01644 0.00993 
0.0222601 0.009645 
0.0171058 0.00968 
-0.039924 0.008387 
F Ratio 
55.6367 
Prob>F 
0.0000 
t Ratio 
-14.00 
15.36 
-6.64 
-3.38 
9.47 
-5.62 
-4.01 
3.66 
-9.83 
-4.04 
2.73 
-2.64 
-3.36 
-2.15 
-1.66 
2.31 
1.77 
-4.76 
Prob>JtJ 
<.0001 
<.0001 
<.0001 
0.0007 
<.0001 
<.0001 
<.0001 
0.0003 
<.0001 
<.0001 
0.0064 
0.0085 
0.0008 
0.0315 
0.0980 
0.0211 
0.0774 
<.0001 
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Term 
IRISH* 
POLlSH*·* 
RUSSIAN**· 
SCOTTISH*** 
SWEDISH* 
BLACK 
FILIPINO 
JAPANESE* 
MEXICAN*** 
CUBAN 
BAPTIST*** 
BRETHREN*· 
CHURCHES OF GOD** 
CHRISTIAN*** 
MENNONITE*** 
METHODIST*** 
PRESBYTERIAN** 
CATHOLlC*** 
FRIENDS* 
JEWISH* 
LDS*** 
UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST* 
TEMPJAN*** 
TEMPJUL Y(***) 
HUMIDJUL(*) 
PSIMDIAN 
REPUB 
PEROT* 
VOTED*** 
T AXBURDEN** 
* statistical significance at .05 
** statistical significance at .01 
*** statistical significance at .001 
parentheses indicate unexpected sign 
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Estimate Std Error t Ratio Prob>ltl 
0.0235042 0.00994 2.36 0.0181 
0.0584247 0.011439 5.11 <.0001 
-0.340118 0.084853 -4.01 <.0001 
0.2103611 0.055502 3.79 0.0002 
0.0322447 0.013985 2.31 0.0212 
-0.006371 0.003579 -1.78 0.0752 
-0.094776 0.051874 -1.83 0.0678 
-0.115991 0.04893 -2.37 0.0179 
-0.035388 0.004931 -7.18 <.0001 
-0.056302 0.032729 -1.72 0.0855 
-0.014804 0.002206 -6.71 <.0001 
-0.078966 0.030428 -2.60 0.0095 
-0.161248 0.054707 -2.95 0.0032 
-0.032576 0.008014 -4.07 <.0001 
-0.049057 0.012047 -4.07 <.0001 
-0.025703 0.004852 -5.30 <.0001 
-0.049096 0.015054 -3.26 0.0011 
-0.020587 0.002702 -7.62 <.0001 
-0.143225 0.06845 -2.09 0.0365 
0.054326 0.023696 2.29 0.0220 
-0.043801 0.004869 -9.00 <.0001 
-0.034852 0.014134 -2.47 0.0138 
0.056992 0.003961 14.39 <.0001 
0.0250474 0.00759 3.30 0.0010 
0.0051425 0.002449 2.10 0.0359 
0.0024813 0.001504 1.65 0.0991 
-0.005758 0.003289 -1.75 0.0801 
-0.011853 0.005799 -2.04 0.0411 
-0.020949 0.00559 -3.75 0.0002 
-0.081528 0.028054 -2.91 0.0037 
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Table 4 summarizes the results of the three regression models by looking at the 
independent variables, excluding the state dummy variables, in terms of the sign and statistical 
significance of the estimated coefficients in the three specifications of the model. 
Table 4. Comparison of regression results in three model specifications 
Variable Modell Model 2 Model 3 
Exp. Sign Significance/ Exp. Sign Significance/ Exp. Sign Significancel 
Sign Sign Sign 
L1FEXP yes ***/+ yes ***/+ yes ***/+ 
URBAN yes ***/- yes ***/- yes ***/-
RURFARM yes ***/- yes ***/- yes ***/-
HHSIZE yes ***/+ yes ***/+ yes ***/+ 
MARRIED no ***/- no ***/- no ***/-
RINCOME yes **/- yes ***/- yes ***/-
RINCOME2 yes **/+ yes **/+ yes ***/+ 
POVERTY yes ***/- yes ***/- yes ***/-
UNEMP no 0/+ yes 0/-
VIOLCRIM yes a/- no 0/+ 
POPDENS no 0/+ no 0/+ 
EDUCATE1 no */- no ***/- no ***/-
EDUCATE2 yes ***/+ yes */+ yes **/+ 
PHYSICN no ***/- no **/- no **/-
LANGUAGE yes a/- yes 0/-
FORNBORN yes ***/- yes **/- yes ***/-
CZECH 0/- */- */-
DANISH a/- a/-
DUTCH 0/+ a/- a/-
ENGLISH 0/+ 0/+ */+ 
FRENCH ***/+ 0/+ 0/+ 
FRCANADA 0/- ***/- ***/-
GERMAN a/- a/-
IRISH ***/+ 0/+ */+ 
ITALIAN 0/+ 0/-
NORWEGN a/- a/-
POLISH **/+ ***/+ ***/+ 
PORTUGSE 0/+ 0/+ 
RUSSIAN **/- ***/- ***/-
SCTIRSH a/- a/-
SCOTTISH **/+ ***/+ ***/+ 
SLOVAK a/- a/-
SWEDISH 0/- 0/+ */+ 
SWISS 0/- 0/+ 
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USA 0/- 0/-
WESTINDN 0/+ 0/-
BLACK 0/- */- 0/-
AMINESAL 0/- 0/-
CHINESE 0/+ 0/-
FILIPINO */- 0/- 0/-
JAPANESE **/- */- */-
ASININDN 0/+ 0/+ 
MEXICAN 0/- ***/- ***/-
PRTORICO ***/+ 0/+ 
CUBAN 0/+ 0/- 0/-
RESERVTN no 0/+ yes 0/-
ADVENTIST 0/- 0/+ 
BAPTIST ***/- ***/- ***/-
BRETHREN 0/- */- **/-
CHURCHES 0/- **/- **/-
OFGOD 
CHRISTIAN ***/- ***/- ***/-
EASTERN 0/+ 0/+ 
LUTHERAN 0/- 0/-
MENNONITE */- ***/- ***/-
METHODIST */- ***/- ***/-
MORAVIAN 0/- 0/+ 
PENTECOSTAL */- 0/-
PRESBYTERIAN */- */- **/-
REFORMED 0/- 0/-
UNITED 0/- */-
BRETHREN 
CATHOLIC ***/- ***/- ***/-
CONGRE- 0/+ 0/-
GATIONAL CHRISTIANS 
EPISCOPALIAN 0/+ 0/+ 
FRIENDS 0/- */- */-
JEWISH */+ */+ */+ 
LDS 0/- ***/- ***/-
UNITED 0/- */- */-
CHURCH 
OF CHRIST 
LNELEVAT yes 0/- yes 0/-
INTPTLAT yes 0/- no 0/+ 
INSOLATN no 0/- yes 0/+ 
TEMPJAN yes ***/+ yes ***/+ yes ***/+ 
TEMPJULY no **/+ no **/+ no ***/+ 
HUMIDJUL no 0/+ no 0/+ no */+ 
TEMPDEV yes 0/- yes 0/-
PSIMDIAN no 0/+ no 0/+ no 0/+ 
POLPM10 yes 0/- yes 0/-
REPUB 0/+ 0/- 0/-
PEROT */+ */- */-
VOTED */- ***/- ***/-
TAXBURDEN yes **/- yes **/-
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As is evident from the table, the variables in the model seem to be very robust to changes 
in specification. Note that there are few sign and statistical significance differences in the three 
regression results. For variables that have statistically significant coefficients at .05 or better in 
at least one of the models, there are only two with coefficients that change signs: percentage 
Swedish ancestry in the county, which is statistically significant at .05 only in the stepwise 
regression, and percent voting for Perot in the county, which is significant at .05 in all three 
model specifications. In analyzing the results of the three regressions, it is interesting to look at 
categories of variables. 
Economic variables. Among the economic variables in the model, only unemployment 
proved to be statistically insignificant. This is somewhat surprising, since established thought 
holds that much migration is related to work opportunities. Because of this, we expected that 
county unemployment rates would be inversely related to net in-migration. In neither of the two 
specifications including the county unemployment rate is the coefficient statistically significant, 
and in the first model, the coefficient does not have the expected negative sign. The stepwise 
regression dropped UNEMP from the model. Even though one might expect a lagged response 
of migration to unemployment rates, the persistence of unemployment rate differences by region, 
state, and county obviates that explanation for this result. The other economic variables have 
statistically significant coefficients with the expected signs in all three models. The county 
poverty rate is inversely related to net in-migration, while income shows the expected nonlinear 
relationship to migration. The economic reasoning behind the U-shaped relationship between 
income and net in-migration is based on the idea that very-low-income people are unlikely to 
have the resources available to move, but as income rises, increasing numbers will be able to 
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finance a move to more favorable circumstances, causing less net in-migration. At some point, 
however, higher and higher average county incomes will discourage out-migration while 
encouraging in-migration, hence, will be associated with positive net in-migration. The 
percentage tax burden in the county also has statistically significant coefficients with the 
expected sign in the two models in which it appears. One would expect that a high tax burden in 
a county would both discourage in-migration while encouraging our-migration from the county. 
Demographic variables. Putting aside for the moment the discussion of race, ethnicity, 
ancestry, and religion, the regression results for demographic determinants of net county in-
migration were somewhat surprising. As expected, both the percentage of county inhabitants 
classified as urban and the percentage classified as rural farm were inversely related to net in-
migration, with coefficients statistically significant at .001 in all three regression models. The 
expected sign was based on the well-publicized fact that Americans are moving away from the 
farms and away from the cities, to suburbs adjacent to rural (as opposed to rural farm) areas. 
Along the same line of reasoning, we expected that population density in a county would be 
inversely related to net in-migration, but that did not tum out to be the case. The POPDENS 
coefficient is not statistically significant at .05 in either of the regressions in which it is included 
(POPDENS was dropped from the model by the stepwise regression), and it does not have the 
expected negative sign. Life expectancy does have the expected positive relationship to net in-
migration, and its coefficient is statistically significant at .01 in all three regression equations. 
The inclusion of life expectancy as an independent variable is somewhat problematic, since it is 
unlikely that individuals considering moving from a county have information on life expectancy 
in U.S. counties, or that the information would affect their decisions if they did have it. 
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However, because people do consider many factors closely related to life expectancy when 
making migration decisions, such as income, education, and marriage status, life expectancy may 
serve as a proxy for those variables. It is not clear, however, that life expectancy and variables 
determining life expectancy should all be included in the model. 
There are two variables in the model related to nativity, LANGUAGE and FORNBORN. 
The first of these, the percentage of the county population over age 5 speaking a language other 
than English at home, is related to assimilation into the culture. The second, FORNBORN is the 
percentage of the population born abroad. We expected both of these variables to be inversely 
related to net in-migration, by discouraging in-migration of native-born, English speakers, and by 
causing native-born, English-speaking county residents to migrate elsewhere. In fact, both 
variables have coefficients with the expected signs, but only FORNBORN coefficients are 
statistically significant. 
The other demographic variables include ethnicity, race, ancestry, and religion. Among 
the ethnicity, race, and ancestry variables, there are three that stand out: percentages of the county 
population declaring Polish, Russian, and Scots as their primary ancestry. All three variables 
have coefficients that are statistically significant at .01 or better in all three regressions. 
However, while Scottish and Polish have positive coefficients, Russian has a negative 
coefficient. This difference may be explained by the fact that some ethnic or ancestry 
communities that were established in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries have by now 
become an integral part of American society, while not losing their cultural or national identity. 
Some of these are very large and can provide new immigrants with meaningful economic and 
political information and resources. A good example is the Polish community in the Chicago 
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area, which is a magnet for people of Polish ancestry, whether they be new immigrants from 
Poland, or fourth-generation Poles from other regions of the U.S. In contrast, some ethnic or 
national groups have not formed such a well-organized, successful community, particularly those 
groups whose main immigration to the United States is recent, like immigrants from Mexico or 
Russia. In those situations, there is not much to attract migrants from other regions, and there 
may be pressures that cause existing members of the community to migrate to other counties. A 
case could be made that this dichotomy is also evident in the coefficients of those ancestry, 
ethnicity, and race variables that are not statistically significant. 
The final set of demographic variables are the religion variables, indicating the 
percentage of county residents declaring themselves adherents of various religions. It is 
interesting that with one exception, the statistically significant coefficients for the religion 
variables are negative. This would suggest that as the relative strength of a particular religion 
grows, it creates positive pressure for county residents to leave the county, and discourages 
others from migrating in. The single exception to the above generalization is the coefficient of 
the Jewish variable. The explanation for this positive coefficient is that there is also a strong 
ethnic or nationality component to Jewish communities, which may make a Jewish community 
more similar to the Polish community that to, say, the Baptist community. 
Social variables. Social variables believed to affect net county in-migration include 
violent crime rate, marriage status, household size, health care, and educational attainment. We 
hypothesized that percentage of county households married and average household size would be 
positively related to net in-migration by reducing the mobility of county residents, hence, 
reducing out-migration. It is not clear that these variables have much of an impact on in-
24 
migration. Although the coefficient of household size does have the expected positive sign, and 
is statistically significant at .001 in all three regressions, the coefficient of MARRIED is negative 
in all three regressions, and would be statistically significant at .001 in all three regressions had 
we hypothesized a negative sign. Perhaps getting married provides incentive for marriage 
partners to strive to find better opportunities for themselves and their spouses by moving to 
another county. It is somewhat surprising that the violent crime rate is not statistically significant 
in the first regression, and does not have the hypothesized sign in the second regression. 
Two education variables are included in the model, the first representing the percentage 
of the county population over age 21 with at least 12 years of education completed, and the 
second representing the percentage of the adult county population with at least one year of 
college. We hypothesized that higher educational attainment would be associated with higher net 
in-migration, as a more educated population in a county would be a positive factor in attracting 
new residents. However, more education also makes people more mobile, which would tend to 
increase out-migration. It is interesting that the estimated coefficient for the first education 
variable is statistically significant and negative in all three regressions, and the coefficient for the 
second education variable is statistically significant and positive in all three regressions. This 
suggests a V-shaped relationship between years of education and net in-migration very similar to 
the relationship between income and net in-migration. 
The health care variable in the model is physicians per 1,000 population in the county. 
We believed that this variable would be positively associated with net in-migration, on the basis 
that the availability of health care is an attractant to migrants and provides an amenity that would 
discourage current county residents from migrating elsewhere. Interestingly, the physician 
variable did not exhibit the expected sign in any of the regressions, but would have been 
statistically significant in all three models had we hypothesized a negative sign for the 
coefficient. It may be that the number of physicians per thousand is a response to a perceived 
need by an aging population for a greater level of health-care services. If this is the case, that 
aspect of the county population may be a deterrent to in-migration. 
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Geographic variables. The two geographic variables in the model are the natural log of 
the elevation of the county seat, and the latitude of the geographical center of the county. We 
thought that the elevation variable would be inversely related to net in-migration, because of the 
recognized movement of U.S. population to regions with more moderate climates. Higher 
elevation locations tend to have more extreme weather, so we believed that people would move 
away from high altitude counties. We also believed that the further north the latitude of the 
county, the smaller would be the net in-migration. These two variables appear in only the first 
two regressions, and were dropped from the model by the stepwise regression procedure. Neither 
variable is statistically significant in the first two regression equations. While the elevation 
coefficient has the expected sign in both regressions, the latitude coefficient has the expected 
sign in only the first equation. 
Environmental variables. The model includes seven environmental variables: average 
county temperature in January, average county temperature in July, average high-low county 
daily temperature variation, average county relative humidity in July, median pollution index in 
the county (PSIMDIAN), average amount of small-particle pollution in the county (POLPMl 0), 
and average amount of solar radiation falling on the county during the year (INSOLATION). 
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Of these variables, only average January temperature had statistically significant coefficients 
with the expected sign in all three regressions, reflecting the idea that the U.S. population has 
been moving toward the South and Southwest during recent decades. Of the remaining variables, 
temperature deviation and small particles have the expected sign in the two equations in which 
they appear. Average July temperature coefficient has an unanticipated positive sign in all three 
regressions, and would have had statistical significance with a different expected sign. The 
relative humidity coefficient does not have the anticipated negative sign and is not statistically 
significant in any of the models. The coefficient for small particle pollution has the anticipated 
sign, but is not statistically significant in either regression model, and the coefficient for median 
pollution index has neither the right sign nor statistical significance in any of the three regression 
models. 
Political variables. Of the three political variables, only the percentage of the eligible 
population voting has statistically significant coefficients and consistent (negative) signs in all 
three regressions. This reflects the movement of population away from counties in the middle 
part of the country that typically have higher voter turnouts than in other regions. The other 
political variables have inconsistent signs and/or statistical significance. 
State effects. The state dummy variables were included in the model to account for state 
budgets, customs, laws, and policies specific to individual states that may affect migration. The 
results from the first regression indicate that the main effect on migration captured by the state 
dummy variables is geographical location. With only one exception, the signs of statistically 
significant state dummy variable coefficients reflect the general U.S. migration pattern away 
from northern and eastern states and toward southern and southwestern states. The one 
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exception is Louisiana, which had a statistically-significant, negative coefficient. The pattern of 
signs in the state effects is also generally consistent with differences in relative tax burden among 
the states. 
IV. Conclusions 
Many of the results of the regression models for intercounty migration are consistent with 
past studies on determinants of migration patterns in the United States, and with observation of 
the general geographical pattern of population movement in the U.S. in recent decades. 
However, the use of a large number of economic, social, demographic, geographic, and 
environmental variables allows us to more accurately identify the independent effects of a wider 
variety of factors on migration patterns than has been done in the past. The surprising results that 
come from this analysis include the unimportance of differences in unemployment rates among 
U.S. counties in influencing intercounty migration, the negative impact of the percentage of 
married households in the county on net in-migration, the unimportance of violent crime rates on 
migration, the impact of ethnicity and ancestry variables on intercounty migration that differs 
according to which group concentrates in a county, and the general negative affect on net in-
migration of the concentration of adherents to specific religions in a county. Finally, while we 
anticipated the U-shaped relationships between income and net county in-migration, the same 
general pattern between years of education and net county in-migration was unexpected. 
Extensions. The authors are currently engaged in a project using data on county pairs, 
rather than individual counties as the basis for explaining intercounty migration patterns. In this 
study, the difference between county pairs of various county characteristics, rather than county 
characteristics, per se, are the independent variables, and the migration between the counties 
(direction and magnitude) is the dependent variable. To our knowledge, this methodology has 
not been used before, at least in this context, and involves approximately ten million 
observations. It will be interesting to compare the results of the two studies. 
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